
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A G E N D A 
 

General Plan/LCP Implementation Committee 
September 12, 2007 

3:30 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 

 
 

1. Approve Action Minutes from August 29,2007 Meeting  3:30-3:35 
 Attachment No. 1 
 

2. General Plan/LCP Implementation - Master Task List 
 Update From Staff and Committee Comments  

 Attachment No. 2       3:35-3:45 
 

3. Fair Share Fee Program Update 
 Review information provided by staff 
 Attachment No. 3       3:45-4:15 

 
4. Zoning Code Rewrite – Project Schedule 
 Review proposed schedule changes and provide direction to staff 
 Attachment No. 4       4:15-4:45 
 
5. Local Coastal Plan – Coastal Resource Protection Policy Review 
 Review revised policies and provide direction to staff 
 Attachment No. 5       4:45-5:15 
 
6. Items for Future Agenda      5:15- 5:20 

 
7. Public Comments on non-agenda items    5:20-5:30 

 





































Ramirez, Gregg 
-------
From: Susan/Barry Eaton {eaton727@earthlink.net] 

Sent: Monday, September 10, 2007 6:48 PM 

To: Wood, Sharon; Campbell, James; Ramirez, Gregg, Clauson, Robin, Lepo, David 

Cc: Hawkins Robert; Selich, Edward; Toerge, Michael; Rosansky, Steven, Eaton, Barry: Daigle, Leslie 

Subject: GP/LCP Implementation Committee of 9112 

Sharon, et ai, 

I have now had a chance to review this packet, and (surpri se!) I have some questions: 

Minute:;: 

1) Should not the minutes contain some reflection of the discussion we had on the accuracy of the 
previous minutes, and the adequacy of action minutes per 5e, for this Committee? 

Task Schedule: 

2) Why does this schedule still show January , 2008 for the zoning rewrite, when the memo in the packet 
(agenda item 4) states that it won't be able to get to the CC before July of2008? 

3) The CLUP amendment item states that the rev ised CLU P wi ll go before the CC at it's Sep. 25 th 
meeting; yelthere are changes being proposed at this Committee meeting (agenda item 5). This does 
not allow for any time for the proposed changes to be reviewed by the PC. Is it not required that CLUP 
changes go to the PC? Even if not, wouldn't that be advisable, in light of the facllhal the changes arise 
from a project just reviewed by the PC in the last few months? 

4) The Fair Share Fee update item appears to be still scheduled for the CC on Sep. 25th. Is thi s st ill 
accurate, in light of the very general questions and direction that is being asked of the Committee in this 
meeting (agenda item 3)? 

5) The Traffic Signal synchronizat ion item still has no month at all listed for its completion. Is it still 
not possible to specify at least a month in this timetable? 

F~ir Share Fee: 

6) The staff report for this item notes a number of considerations involved with thi s issue, including 
contingencies that, in some cases, exceed 50% of the conslmction costs; and then asks for policy 
direction on alternate ways of establishing the Fair Share Fee, in light of the significant increase 
proposed. 

Actually, there are at least 7 projects where the contingencies range from 100% to more than 300% of 
construction costs, and a few others where the contingenc ies are almost 100% of construction costs. In 
addi tion, there were some significant questions about the appropriateness of the $78M item for PCH 
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pedestrian crossings. 

In light of these considerations, wouldn't it be appropriate 10 establish the extent to which these are 
realistic costs to base the fee upon, before considering whether to figure out other ways to reduce the 
proposed fee? 

Revised Zoning Rewrite Schedule: 

This memo suggests a number of reasons why this task has fallen significantly behind lhe original 
schedule, and suggests a very different methodology from this point forward. While I agree with a 
number of the reasons for the delay (particularly that the staff needs to see, and comment upon, the draft 
sections before they are presented to the Committee), I do have some concerns with the proposal going 
forward : 

7) It is now proposed that the slaff (apparently) and the Committee (for sure) would get the entire 
Zoning Code in one "chunk"; and that this would not occur at the Committee level until the week of Feb. 
18th, 2008; and that the Consultants would not meet with the Committee during most of the intervening 
time period. The Committee would then be given 4 or 5 weeks to review, analyze, and comment upon 
the enlire draft Ordinance, before completing their review on the week of March 24th. Would it not be 
possible to alternatively break the Ordinance into 3 or 4 natural divisions (e.g.: something like Intent, 
Purpose, and Interpretations, Zoning Districts, Use Standards, and Administrative Processes), so that 
some review could be pursued in the interim, and the Committee wouldn't be faced with the rathe r 
daunting task of trying to read, understand, and comment upon, the entire Ordinance in 4 or 5 weeks? 

8) The proposed new schedule apparently assumes that both the Committee and the PC will be ab le and 
willing to meet every week for 4-6 weeks to review the document. Is this a realistic assumption? 

9) In the last paragraph of the memo, it suggests that, to shorten the schedule, the PC and the CC could 
hold overlapping public hearings. Is this a good idea? Wouldn't the ordinance have to be broken into 
pieces anyway, to accomplish this, ifit is deemed a good idea? 

10) In the Table at the end of this memo, it is stated that the CEQA process would not "begin" until at 
least March 31 s1. Even assuming that a NO would result, is this enough time? When would the 
resulting Environmental document go out for the 45 day public review? When would be the deadline 
for submission of public comments on the document? Would there be responses to the comments? If 
so, will the comments and responses be available to the PC by the proposed end of their review during 
the week of June 9th? (If not - and it doesn't seem to me that sufficient time has been allowed for that -
the PC will not be able to make a recommendation on the document to the CC; and I don't think the PC 
would be happy about that.) 

Revision to CLl)P Policies: 

11) This proposed revision refers to both a Predominant Line of Exist ing Development (PLOED) and a 
Predominant Line of Development (PLOD) in the same policy. It is not my impression that these are 
equivalent. Are they? If not, shouldn't the reference be consistent? 

12) The revision apparently also states that development can be required to be reduced in extent, even if 
it meets the applicable PLOED (or PLOD). if necessary for either coastal resource protection or safety 
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and stability. If this is the case, do applicants have any assurance that the proposed PLOED (or PLOD) 
really matters to them? Ifno\, does it continue to make sense to have the staff devote a large amount of 
time to creating PLOEDs (or PLODs) in advance for every ci rcumstance where they may come into 
applicabi lity, as the Committee has previously requested? 

Thank you for your consideration of these questions. I look forward to your response. 

Barry 
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